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1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 04 August 2008 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 8/4/08 has been entered, in which Applicant 
amended claims 1, 9, 26, and 28; cancelled claims 4-12, 14-15, 18-25, 29, and 31-32. Claims 1, 
5-6, 9, 26, and 28 are pending and have been rejected below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 4, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cheng 
(U.S. Pat. No. 6,067,548). 

4. As per claim 1, Cheng discloses a software method for analyzing relationships between 
individuals comprising the steps of: 

obtaining organizational relationship data based upon an organization structure and 
recording the organizational relationship data in a relationship data store (col. 3, lines 59-62; col. 
4, lines 26-29, 39-44; col. 11, lines 4-43; Fig. 8; col. 19, lines 58-67); 

obtaining project-based relationship data based upon project-specific collaborations and 
recording the project-based relationship data in a relationship data store (see id. for discussion of 
system's data recordation capabilities; col. 6, lines 46-51, discussing project data as a potential 
organizational object; Figure 4, ref. 74); 

obtaining social relationship data based upon social interactions and recording the social 
relationship data in a relationship data store (col. 19, lines 10-30, discussing a virtual community 
implementation of the invention; col. 17, lines 53-67, discussing the invitation procedure for 
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new members in the network using contact info), wherein relationships are revealed or altered 
dynamically based on detected communication events between individuals (col. 3, line 63-col. 4, 
line l;col. 29, lines 3-10); 

receiving a relationship inquiry (col. 4, lines 44^47; col. 12, lines 59-61; col. 15, lines 

59-61) 

querying the relationship data recorded in the relationship data store (col. 4, lines 44-48; 
col. 15, lines 59-67); 

whereby said at least one relationship is a bidirectional relationship (col. 9, lines 25-30; 
Figure 7); and 

generating a query result in response to the relationship inquiry based upon relationship 
data from at least one of the multiple relationship categories (Figures 9-10; col 12, line 64-col. 
13, line 7). 

Cheng further teaches graphically at least one of a unified relationship chart and a 
relationship linkage chart, wherein the unified relationship chart illustrates relationships among 
individuals using data from at least two different relationship categories, and wherein the 
relationship linkage chart illustrates at least one relationship linkage including a chain of 
relationships that connect two individuals (Fig. 7, chart showing chain of relationships 
between two members including dotted line indicating subordinate and hard line indicating 
supervisor). 

Cheng does not explicitly apply this known concept in the context of a relationship query 
result. However, applying a known technique to a known element to produce a predictable result 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, resulting 
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in an improved system that is more robust user-friendly, thus making an organization's analysis 
of its member relationships more efficient. 

Finally, Cheng does not explicitly teach combining a query result from organizational, 
project-based, and social relationship data. However, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Cheng because the claimed invention is merely a combination 
of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same 
function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the 
results of the combination were predictable. 

5. As per claim 4, Cheng discloses said querying step further comprising the steps of: 
identifying at least two individuals; and determining at least one relationship linkage between 
said identified individuals (Figure 7). 

6. As per claim 9, Cheng discloses wherein the at least one of the unified relationship chart 
and the relationship linkage chart is generated by the steps of: illustrating individuals as nodes 
and relationships as line segments connecting said nodes and illustrating different relationship 
categories using visually distinct line segments (id.). 
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7. Claims 5-6, 26, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cheng (U.S. Pat. No. 6,067,548) and Buckwalter et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,735,568) [hereinafter 
Buckwalter]. 

8. As per claim 5, Cheng discloses determining at least two relationship linkages between 
said identified individuals (Figure 7). Cheng does not expressly disclose determining a linkage 
strength for said each relationship linkage and selecting a preferred one of said relationship 
linkages based upon said linkage strengths. Buckwalter teaches in the analogous art of inter- 
person relationship analysis and reporting discloses determining at least two relationship 
linkages between said individuals; determining a linkage strength for each said relationship 
linkage; and selecting a preferred on of said relationship linkages based upon said linkage 
strengths (Figs. 2-4, 12). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Cheng to determine linkage strengths and selecting a preferred 
linkage based on the strength because doing so enables the system of Cheng to quantify the 
closeness of two people or of a person to a group, thereby being able to tailor certain 
messages/products/marketing promotions accordingly (see Cheng, col. 19, lines 16-30). 

9. As per claim 6, Cheng does not expressly disclose wherein each linkage strength is based 
at least in part upon affinity values for relationships included within relationship linkages. 
Buckwalter discloses in the analogous art of inter-person relationship analysis and reporting 
wherein each linkage strength is based at least in part upon affinity values for relationships 
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included within relationship linkages (Figs. 2-A). At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Cheng so that linkage strength is 
based on affinity values for relationships because doing so enables the system of Cheng to 
quantify the closeness of two people or of a person to a group, thereby enabling the system to 
tailor certain messages/products/marketing promotions accordingly (see Cheng, col. 19, lines 16- 
30). 



10. Regarding claim 26, Cheng teaches a software method for managing relationships 
comprising the steps of: [receiving data for a plurality of relationships involving a plurality of 
individuals categorizing said relationships into a plurality of categories including organizational 
relationship, project-based relationship, and social relationship; recording the relationship data of 
said categorized relationships in a relationship data store; receiving a relationship inquiry; 
querying said recorder relationship data in the relationship data store based upon specified 
relationship parameters; and generating a relationship report responsive to said querying step; 
whereby at least one relationship is a bidirectional relationship;] (see discussion supra If 4). 

Cheng does not explicitly teach with respect to at least one of the relationships, 
associating a first affinity value to said at least one relationship to indicate the relative strength of 
the relationship in one direction and associating a second affinity value to said at least one 
relationship to indicate the relative strength of the relationship in another direction, and wherein 
said relationship report contains relationship data from at least two of said categories. 
Buckwalter teaches these limitations in the analogous art of inter-person relationship analysis 
and reporting (Figs. 2-4, 12). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
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person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Cheng to associate affinity values to relationships to 
indicate a strength of the relationship and report such determination accordingly because doing 
so enables the system of Cheng to quantify the closeness of two people or of a person to a group, 
thereby being able to tailor certain messages/products/marketing promotions accordingly (see 
Cheng, col. 19, lines 16-30). 

11. As per claim 28, Cheng teaches dynamically modifying at least a portion of said recorded 
relationships relationship data based upon communication events occurring within an 
information management system (col. 15, lines 49-56). 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 8/4/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

13. Applicant argues that although Cheng disclosed a system for recording relationships 
based on organizational structure, Cheng focuses on the creation of the model and attributes 
associated with that model, and it would not be obvious to apply Cheng's method to analyze 
organizational relationships, apply project-specific relationships, and dynamically alter 
relationships based on communication events between individuals. Applicant's Remarks, 8/4/08, 
pg. 9. In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Cheng teaches an organizational person- 
based relationship software model with member objects and attributes, as well the application of 
its model to project-specific relationships, and the dynamic alteration or updating of member 
object data based on a communication event by an individual or user as discussed in the 
rejections above. One of ordinary skill in the art would be readily capable of laying an affinity 
value based analysis tool such as Buckwalter on top of the software of Cheng because software 
code can be easily manipulated and integrated into other sets of code. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Cheng to include the teaching of Buckwalter 
because the claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination 
each element merely would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were 
predictable. 
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14. Applicant argues that Cheng does not disclose a relationship weight engine, relationship 
categories, or the integration of a model with communication events, and that therefore the 
claims are nonobvious over the cited prior art. Applicant's Remarks, 8/4/08, pg. 9. The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. First, the term "relationship weight engine" is not in the claims. Second, 
Buckwalter teaches a relationship weight engine as discussed above {see also Buckwalter, Fig. 1, 
ref. 14, processing units). Second, Cheng teaches relationship categories such as social, 
organizational, and project-based, but does not put those together into a relationship analysis. 
Buckwalter does this combination analysis as discussed in the rejection above. Finally, the 
integration of the model with communication events is taught by Cheng as discussed above, at 
least as currently claimed, because all that is required is a dynamic modification of relationship 
data based on some communication event occurring in the system. The claim does not positively 
recite that relationship data is dynamically changed based on category affinity value influencing 
communications between individuals. 
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1 5 . Applicant's argument with respect to Cheng in view of Hendrey has been considered but 
is moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



16. Regarding now cancelled claim 10, Applicant has failed to rebut Examiner's Official 

Notice that communication is correlated to the strength of the relationship, where the more 

communication, the stronger the relationship was old and well known in the art at the time of the 

invention. Examiner notes the following discussion of Official Notice taken from the MPEP: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically 
point out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would 
include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common 
knowledge or well-known in the art. See 37 CFR 1.111(b). See also 
Chevenard, 139 F.2d at 713, 60 USPQ at 241 ("[I]n the absence of any 
demand by appellant for the examiner to produce authority for his 
statement, we will not consider this contention."). A general allegation 
that the claims define a patentable invention without any reference to the 
examiner's assertion of official notice would be inadequate. If applicant 
adequately traverses the examiner's assertion of official notice, the 
examiner must provide documentary evidence in the next Office action if 
the rejection is to be maintained. See 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2). See also 
Zurko, 258 F.3d at 1386, 59 USPQ2d at 1697 ("[T]he Board [or 
examiner] must point to some concrete evidence in the record in support 
of these findings" to satisfy the substantial evidence test). If the examiner 
is relying on personal knowledge to support the finding of what is known 
in the art, the examiner must provide an affidavit or declaration setting 
forth specific factual statements and explanation to support the finding. 
See 37 CFR 1.104(d)(2). If applicant does not traverse the examiner's 
assertion of official notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the 
examiner should clearly indicate in the next Office action that the 
common knowledge or well-known in the art statement is taken to be 
admitted prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the 
examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse was 
inadequate. If the traverse was inadequate, the examiner should include 
an explanation as to why it was inadequate. (MPEP § 2144.03(C)) 

Applicant has not "specifically point[ed] out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, 

which would include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common knowledge or 



well-known in the art." For this reason, communication is correlated to the strength of the 
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relationship, where the more communication, the stronger the relationship is taken to be admitted 
prior art. 
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Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

A. Crane, U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0220980. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JUSTIN M. PATS whose telephone number is (571)270-1363. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:00am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on 571-272-6737. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 

like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Justin M Pats/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3623 

/Beth V. Boswell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



